Introduction
The year 1977 saw the independent development of two significant documents in the field of computer science and engineering education: "Curriculum Recommendations for the Undergraduate Program in Computer Science: A Report of the ACM Committee on Curriculum in Computer Science,"' and A Curriculum in Computer Science and Engineering2 prepared by the Model Curricula Subcommittee of the IEEE Computer Society. The work leading to the publication of these reports was independent, though the comrnittees did maintain liaison.
The work leading to the report of the ACM Curriculum Committee on Computer Science (CIS) is an outgrowth of the earlier reports of that comnrittee-most significantly the 1968 effort known as "Curriculum '68.' 3 The Model Curriculum Subcommittee's work was based on the series of reports of the COSINE Committee of the National Academy of Engineering., Both the ACM and the IEEE Computer Society documents represent many man-years of effort. Significantly, in both cases the second general set of recommendations followed by approximately 10 years the appearance of the first major report.
Predictably, the reports differ. It would appear that there are still differences in background and philosophy between the computer engineer and the computer scientist trained in the liberal arts tradition. What is more important, however, is the significant degree of overlap between the reports in spite of the differences in orientation of the program designers and the independent development of the two sets of recommendations. We will investigate the extent of overlap in more detail below; however, the similarities that so clearly exist are one measure of the maturity of the field: differing groups can clearly definie a common core of information required of all who wish to enter the field. The development of the IEEE/Computer Society recommendations came from the work of a somewhat more structured and restricted committee, although preliminary position papers were published in Comnputer, and three panel presentations of the work were given. The effort required approximately 2 '/2 years and resulted in the publication of a review draft, which was circulated among a number of interested professionals. The results of the evaluation were factored into the final report; in fact, the entire evaluation appears in the curriculum document.
Background of the reports
Since the recommendations were published, the Computer Society has been helping institutions develop plans for implementing the The undergraduate program, then, consists of the eight cours'es of core material plus four additional courses selected from the recommended computer science intermediate and advanced ele'ctives with no more than two in any one specific subfield of the discipline. As the student progresses through the computer science portion of the program he begins at a very practical level; as he moves ahead the work becomes more conceptual and theoretical.
It is further recommended that the computer science major take mathematics courses MA1, MA2, MA3, and MA4, and-depending on the electives selected-MA5 and MA6. This represents a minimum requirement for the major in computer science at 48 semester hours, which is less than one-half the typical undergraduate program.
The details of the curriculum are, of course, contained in the full report, and the interested reader is referred to that document. In the philosophies expressed in the two curricula documents, the design of the ACM Curriculum relies more heavily on the right side of the diagram, while that of the Model Curriculum Subcommittee places more emphasis on the left side. The central portion, which encompasses virtually all of the core curricula of the two reports, and includes virtually all of the areas of software engineering and program design together with portions of hardware and logic designs and theory, are common to both sets of recommendations. Considering that the two pieces of work were developed independently, this is indeed remarkable.
Conclusions
The two documents show remarkable similarity (in software engineering and progranm design) while still showing a degree of diversity (in the areas of hardware and logic design, and theory). Despite the diversity, each group recognizes a significant level of importance in the basic areas of the other group, as demonstrated by each group's definition of the core requirements.
The fact that the C3S and the Model Curriculum Subcommittee were in close agreement regarding a common core of material suggests that the future work of these groups might be profitably carried out in closer cooperation. One day, perhaps, computer science and computer engineering will no longer exist as separate entities, but December 1977 instead as a single program representing options of a common core of fundamental material. This common core is the essence of our profession. U
